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MEMORANDUM FI NDI NGS OF FACT AND OPI NI ON
SW FT, Judge: Respondent determ ned deficiencies in and
additions to petitioners’ respective individual and corporate

Federal incone tax liabilities, as foll ows:

Khal ed Ahned, Docket Nos. 17346-99 and 17725-99

Sec. Sec. Sec. Sec.
Year Defi ci ency 6651(a) (1) 6651(f) 6654 6663(a)
1995 $ 25, 790 $ 4,628 - - $ 19, 343
1996 299, 639 - - - 224,729
1997 1, 382, 352 345, 236 - - 1, 036, 764
1998 3,121, 466 - $2, 341, 100 $141,678 -
K & MLa Botica Pharmacy, Inc., Docket Nos. 8134-00 and 10500-99
1995 114, 643 - - - 85, 982
1996 80, 552 22, 647 - - 60, 414

Based on petitioner Khal ed Ahnmed’s (Ahnmed) and his wife's
joint Federal incone tax returns for 1995, 1996, and 1997 that
were filed with respondent, respondent’s notices of deficiency
for those years were issued to both Ahned and to his wife. Ahned
and his wife’'s joint Federal inconme tax return for 1998 was not
filed until after respondent had prepared a substitute tax return
and had issued a notice of deficiency for 1998 to Ahned
i ndi vi dual |y.

All of respondent’s incone and expense adjustnents reflected
in the above notices of deficiency relate just to Ahned’ s
separate business activities, and respondent’s determ nations of
fraud do not relate to Ahnmed’s wfe. Ahnmed’ s wife did not join

Ahmed in filing the instant petition.
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For conveni ence, we generally refer herein to the above
Federal inconme tax returns for 1995 through 1998 relating to
Ahmed and to his wife and to respondent’s notices of deficiency
for 1995 through 1997 relating to Ahmed and to his wife as if the
tax returns were filed by and as if the notices of deficiency
were issued only to Ahned.

After a difficult and lengthy trial and follow ng the
settlenment by the parties of many issues (including agreenent for
1997 and 1998 as to the nom nee status of various entities Ahned
controlled and as to the incone and expenses of those entities to
be charged to Ahned individually), the only issues remaining for
decision in these consolidated cases relate to Ahned’ s liability
for 1995, 1996, and 1997 as to the civil fraud penalty and for
1998 as to the fraudulent failure to file penalty and petitioner
K & MLa Botica Pharmacy, Inc.’s (K &M, liability for 1995 and
1996 as to the civil fraud penalty.

Unl ess otherw se indicated, all section references are to
the Internal Revenue Code in effect for the years in issue, and
all Rule references are to the Tax Court Rules of Practice and
Pr ocedur e.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

Many of the facts have been stipulated and are so found.
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At the tinme the petitions were filed, Ahned |ived in Downey,
California, and K & Ms principal place of business was |ocated

in Huntington Park, California.

Ahned

Ahmed was born in Cairo, Egypt. From Cairo University,
Ahmed received a degree in pharmaceutical science. From El sayada
University, also located in Cairo, Ahned received a master’s
degree in biochem stry. Ahned never obtained a nedical degree or
a nedical |icense.

In late 1990, Ahnmed noved from Egypt to the United States
and began pharnmacol ogy studies in a doctoral program at
St. John’s University in New York. Ahnmed did not conplete his
phar macol ogy studi es, but apparently Ahnmed did obtain
pharmaci st’s |icenses in several States.?

In 1992, Ahned noved from New York to southern California.

In California, Ahned obtained a real estate broker’s
i cense, and Ahned took various MB.A courses. Ahned al so was
involved in real estate speculation and property managenent, and
he considered formng a tax preparation service.

As a busi nessman, Ahned appears to understand financial,

| egal , tax, and general business concepts.

2 On his resune, Khaled Ahnmed (Ahned) is listed as a
Iicensed pharmacist in California, Illinois, Nevada, New Jersey,
New Yor k, and Texas.
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As di scussed bel ow, during the years 1993 t hrough 1998,
Ahmed forned and operated several pharnacies, nedical clinics,
and a nedical |aboratory. 1In connection with his various
busi ness activities, Ahned obtained |licenses fromthe Food and
Drug Adm nistration, the Drug Enforcenent Agency, and the
California Departnment of Health Services. Ahned supervised
contracts with heal th nmai ntenance organi zati ons, health insurance
conpani es, and Medi-Cal .3

Ahmed was famliar with the extensive Federal and State
regul ations relating to the operation of pharmacies, nedical
clinics, and nedical |aboratories and with the buying and selling
of pharmaceuti cal products.

In the course of his business activities, Ahned hired, paid,
and actively directed and m cro-nmanaged the work of nunerous
medi cal, financial, and | egal professionals. Ahmed personally
prepared and/or reviewed financial statenents and various | egal
docunents relating to his business activities. Ahned was
involved in the preparation and execution of sale agreenments and
prom ssory notes, the maintenance of books and records, the
preparation of financial statenments, initiating, prosecuting, and
supervi sing court cases (including the instant consolidated tax

cases), and the preparation of Federal incone tax returns.

3 Medi-Cal is a California program which provides health-
care related financial assistance for |owincone individuals.
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Formati on and Operation of Pharnacies,
Medical dinics, and Medical Laboratory

During the 4 years at issue herein (1995 through 1998),
corporate entities which Ahnmed nomnally established in
connection wth the operation of his pharnmacies, nmedical clinics,
and nedi cal | aboratory, included, anong others, the foll ow ng:

K &M

Cinica Santa Maria, Inc.;

Cinica Kholy Medical Goup, Inc.;
Cinica Leslie Medical Goup, Inc.;
Madi na, Inc.;

Reem Managenent G oup, Inc.;

Macca Corporation, Inc.;

Apex Medical Lab, Inc.; and

Apex Reference Lab, Inc.

Hereinafter, we sonetines refer to the above entities forned
by Ahned as the “nom nee entities” -- reflecting the fact that
Ahnmed, during at |east 1997 and 1998, personally and solely
managed and controlled essentially all significant aspects of the
operations and activities of the pharnmacies, the nedical clinics,
and the nedical |aboratory; that Ahned treated the nom nee
entities as his alter ego; and that for Federal incone tax
pur poses for 1997 and 1998 all inconme and expenses of the nom nee
entities are to be charged to Ahned personally.

In the latter half of 1993, using his health care expertise

and busi ness experience, Ahnmed opened in the Los Angel es

metropolitan area his first pharmacy, doing business under the
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name of La Botica Pharmacy. Apparently, in 1994, Ahned opened a
second pharmacy | ocated a few bl ocks fromhis first pharnmacy.
Initially, Ahnmed owned and operated the pharnacies as a sole
proprietorship.

On August 5, 1994, Ahned incorporated K & M the other
petitioner in these consolidated cases, to nomnally ow and to
operate the pharnmacies.* Ahnmed was the president and sole
sharehol der of K & M

The pharnacies were |ocated in a predom nantly | owincone
nei ghborhood with a | arge i nm grant popul ati on.

In connection with their purchase from Ahned’ s pharmaci es of
prescription and over-the-counter (OTC) drugs and ot her nedical
products, nost of the custoners received financial assistance
from Medi - Cal .

In order to be qualified to bill Medi-Cal, an individual
pharmaci st first would have to apply to the State of California
for a Medi-Cal provider nunber. Alternatively, the owner of a
phar macy coul d secure a group provider nunber that would cover

all pharmaci sts working at a particul ar pharmacy. Apparently

4 Hereinafter in these findings of fact, use of various
wor ds connoti ng ownership often are used for conveni ence and,
unl ess the text suggests otherw se, are not necessarily intended
to constitute affirmative factual findings as to the true
ownership of the pharmacies, the clinics, and the |aboratory, and
the other property described herein.
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Ahmed secured Medi-Cal group provider nunbers for each of the
K & M phar nmaci es.

When custonmers woul d make purchases of prescription and OTC
drugs and other itens from Ahnmed’ s pharnmaci es, the custoners
woul d present their Medi-Cal cards to the pharmacy cashiers. The
cashiers would use an online systemto determne the validity of
the custonmers’ Medi-Cal cards and whet her Medi-Cal woul d approve
t he purchases.

| f Medi-Cal approval was received, the cashiers would
conplete the transactions with the custonmers, the custoners would
make no paynent to the pharmacies, and K & M| ater would be paid
by Medi - Cal .

Ahmed’ s pharnaci es al so nade sales to custoners of
prescription drugs and of nedical supplies that were paid for by
the custonmers with cash.

Ahmed’ s pharnmaci es also sold to custoners vari ous
alternative nedicinal itens and nonnedi ci nal products such as tea
packs, herbal renedies, toiletries, bandages, soft drinks, and
snacks. Medi-Cal did not cover these products, and custoners

generally paid the pharmacies for these products with cash.

1996
Sonetinme in early 1996, using K & M corporate funds, Ahned
opened a nedical clinic under the nane of Cinica Santa Mari a.

The clinic was located in the sane nei ghborhood as the
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pharmaci es, and the clinic billed Medi-Cal for nedical services
provided to | owincone individuals.

California | aw prohibits individuals fromowni ng or
operating a nedical clinic unless they are nedical doctors and
are licensed to practice nedicine in California.?®

As indicated, Ahned did not have a nedical license. To
circunvent the above restriction on ownership of his nedical
clinic, Ahned represented to the Medical Board of California
(Medi cal Board) that his clinic was owned by a partnership
bet ween one Wael El kholy (El kholy) and Ahnmed’'s wife, both of whom
were nedi cal doctors. Elkholy, who apparently resided in
Connecticut, did not know of his purported ownership interest in
the clinic, and he did not authorize Ahnmed to represent to the
Medi cal Board that he had an ownership interest in the clinic.

The record herein is unclear as to whether Ahned's w fe knew t hat
Ahrmed had used her nane in connection with the clinic or if she
had aut horized Ahnmed to do so.

In the early 1990s, Ahned had net El kholy in New York City,

whi | e each, respectively, was studying for the pharmacy and for

> See Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code secs. 2415, 2285 (West 2003 &
Supp. 2005); Steinsmth v. Med. Bd., 85 Cal. App. 4th 458 (2000).
In addition, Cal. |aw requires sharehol ders, officers, and
directors of nedical clinics to be licensed physicians. Cal. Bus
& Prof. Code sec. 2408 (West 2003 & Supp. 2005); Cal. Corp. Code
sec. 13401 (West 1987 & Supp. 2005).
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t he nedi cal boards. Ahned and El kholy both had lived in the sane
nei ghbor hood, and both had worked in the sanme New York City
hospi t al

By 1993, El kholy had obtained a nmedi cal degree and a
California nedical license. Ahnmed' s wife had obtained a nedica
degree but apparently was not licensed to practice nedicine in
Cal i forni a.

To increase prescriptions filled by Ahnmed’ s pharnaci es,
Ahmed established a procedure for the nmedical clinic under which
drug prescriptions would not be given directly to patients of the
clinic; rather, clinic enployees would deliver or would fax drug
prescriptions for clinic patients directly to Ahnmed’ s pharnaci es.
Ahnmed threatened to termnate clinic enployees who did not follow
this procedure.

Al so, Ahned established a policy for his nmedical clinic that
each patient was to receive either an x ray, a lab test, or a
shot, and each patient was to be provided a prescription. These
services and prescriptions were provided to each patient of
Ahmed’ s clinic regardl ess of the nedical necessity and were
intended to increase revenue for Ahnmed’ s pharmacies and clinic.

On June 13, 1996, Ahned caused his accountant, one Ahnmad
Saghir (Saghir), to prepare and to file articles of incorporation
for dinica Santa Maria, Inc. (CSM. Wthout Elkholy’'s

perm ssion or know edge, Elkholy was identified as the sole
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of fi cer and sharehol der of CSM and Ahned forged El kholy’s
signature on CSMs articles of incorporation.

Ahmed al so forged El kholy’s signature and used El kholy’s
name on ot her CSM docunents in order to obtain for CSMa Medi-Ca
provi der nunber and an enpl oyee |ID nunber, to obtain credit from
vendors, to file corporate Federal incone tax returns, and to
open bank accounts.

From the summer of 1996 through April of 1998, El kholy,
wi t hout being made aware of his nom nal “ownership” interest in
CSM provided certain consulting services to CSM for which he
received from CSM paynents of $2,000 a nonth

I n Septenber of 1996, Ahned opened anot her pharnmacy under
the K & Mnanme as a “cl osed-door” pharnacy in the sane
nei ghbor hood as Ahned’ s ot her pharmaci es and as the CSM nedi cal
clinic. This third pharmacy did not have wal k-in customers or
regul ar business hours. Instead, this pharnmacy operated as an
overfl ow pharmacy for the other two pharnacies.

Whenever the other pharmaci es had a backl og of prescriptions
to fill, Ahnmed would contact an on-call pharnaci st who would cone
into the cl osed-door pharmacy and fill the prescriptions which

t he ot her pharnacies were not able to fill.



In 1997, Ahned opened anot her cl osed-door pharmacy under the
K & M name and three additional nedical clinics under the CSM
nanme, each in the sanme nei ghborhood as the other pharmaci es and
clinic. One of the clinics functioned as an educational clinic
and did not treat patients in the traditional sense. Rather, in
this clinic, classes relating to famly planning and to the
prevention of sexually transmtted di seases were held for
residents of the community, for which classes the clinic received
paynment fromthe State of California.

Title to the building in which one of Ahmed’ s pharnmaci es and
one of his nedical clinics were |ocated was in the nane of K & M

On approximately April 28, 1997, Ahned forged El kholy’s
signature on an anendnent to the CSM articles of incorporation to
change the CSM corporate nane to Cinica Kholy Medical G oup,

Inc. (CK). The stated reason for this nane change was that
another nedical clinic in California already operated under the
name of Cinica Santa Mari a.

In Cctober of 1997, while Elkholy was on a trip to
California, Ahned offered to sell to Elkholy for $600, 000 a 50-
percent interest in the nmedical clinics being operated under the
CK nane, 100 percent of the stock of which, as indicated, was
already in El kholy's nane. At that tinme, Elkholy did not know

that he was identified in California State records as the nomn nal
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owner of CK, and El kholy was not aware of the nanme change from
“Cinica Santa Maria” to “Cinica Kholy”.

El kholy returned to Connecticut w thout deciding whether to
purchase an interest in the nedical clinics.

I n Novenber of 1997, Ahned began negotiating for the sale of
one of the nedical clinics (the Lynwood Cinic) to a Dr. Basi
Fal ahy (Fal ahy). Ahmed conducted the negotiations with a
Patricia Fusilier (Fusilier) as a representative of Fal ahy.
During the negotiations, Ahnmed represented that El kholy owned the
Lynwood Cinic and that Ahnmed only acted on El kholy’s behal f.

Later in 1997, Elkholy contacted Ahned s accountant Saghir
and inquired into the $600, 000 proposed price for the purchase of
an interest in the nedical clinics. Saghir suggested to El kholy
that the asking price was too high, and Saghir infornmed El kholy
t hat Ahmed al ready was using Elkholy s nane in connection with
t he operation and ownership of the nedical clinics. Elkholy
contacted Ahned, and Ahned deni ed using El kholy's nane in
connection with the clinics.

In late 1997, the California Board of Pharmacy (Pharnmacy
Board) began an investigation of the operation of the K & M
pharmaci es for possible violations of California |law. To conceal
hi s ownership of the pharmacies fromthe Pharmacy Board, Ahned
transferred nom nal ownership of the K & M pharmaci es to Hussein

Darwi sh (Darwi sh), one of the enpl oyees at the pharnacies.
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On Decenber 19, 1997, at Ahned’s request and on Ahned’ s
behal f, Saghir prepared and filed articles of incorporation for a
corporation to be naned Madina, Inc. (Madina), to which the
pharmacies nomnally were to be transferred. Darw sh was
identified as the sole sharehol der of Madina. Ahned then caused
Saghir to prepare a series of docunents reflecting, anong ot her
things, a purported transfer of ownership of the pharnacies from
Ahnmed to Darwish for a total stated purchase price of $170, 000,
to be reflected by a purported $20, 000 cash downpaynent from
Darwi sh to Ahned and by a purported $150, 000 proni ssory note from
Darw sh to Ahned.

Not wi t hst andi ng the contents of the above docunents and the
purported sale of the pharmacies, Ahnmed was the sole owner of the
stock of Madi na, and Ahmed retained actual control of the
phar maci es.

Sonetinme in 1997, Ahnmed used funds fromK & Mto open a
medi cal | aboratory using the nane Apex Medical Lab. The | ab was
| ocat ed near Ahnmed’s pharnacies and clinics and derived nost of
its business fromcustoners and patients of Ahned’ s pharmaci es
and clinics.

To avoid scrutiny by California State health care officials,
who were already investigating the other businesses Ahned
controll ed, Ahned arranged for nom nal ownership of the |lab to be

put into Darw sh’s nane.
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On Decenber 19, 1997, on Ahned’ s behal f, Saghir prepared and
filed articles of incorporation for Apex Medical Lab, Inc. (AM).
Darwi sh was identified as the sole shareholder of AML. As with
the incorporation of Madina, at Ahnmed’'s request Darw sh signed
vari ous docunents relating to the incorporation of AM.. Darw sh

under st ood that Ahned was the actual owner of the | ab and of AM..

1998

On January 5, 1998, Fal ahy began managing, as if he were the
owner, the Lynwood Clinic, even though his pending purchase of
the Lynwood dinic was not conplete.

In early 1998, after several rounds of negotiations and
multiple revisions of the proposed sal e agreenent, Ahnmed and
Fal ahy agreed in principle to the sale of the Lynwod Cinic to
Fal ahy for an estimated sales price of between “$100, 000 and
$150, 000". Fal ahy, however, did not sign the final sale
agreenent because the agreenent did not reflect an original
signature of El kholy, the purported owner. The sale apparently
was agreed to wth a “handshake” between Ahnmed and Fal ahy but
with no signed witten agreenent. The record is unclear as to
the final agreed purchase price.

Fal ahy began making install nent paynents on the purchase of
the Lynwood dinic. At Ahned s request, when Fal ahy’s checks
were delivered to Ahned, the payee line on Fal ahy’ s install nent

checks was | eft blank, and Ahnmed apparently would fill in the
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payee line on the checks with either “Cash”, his own nane, or
with the nane of his nother. Falahy' s first four install nent
checks delivered to Ahned relating to Fal ahy’ s apparent purchase
of the Lynwood Cinic totaled $66, 000.

In April of 1998, because of his conclusion that Ahned’s
vari ous pharnacies, nedical clinics, and | ab were engaging in
illegal nedical and business practices, Darwish term nated his
enpl oynment and any further association with Ahnmed’ s pharnaci es,
clinics, and | ab.

Even after Darwi sh termnated his affiliation with Ahned, in
the operation of the |ab Ahmed continued to use Darwi sh’s nane
and a stanp for Darw sh’s signature.

Upon receiving from Darw sh conpl ai nts about the continued
use of Darwi sh’s nane in connection with operation of the |ab,
Ahnmed transferred nom nal stock ownership of AML to his father

In May of 1998, El kholy took a | eave of absence from Yal e
Uni versity School of Medicine, where he had been enpl oyed as an
instructor, and he went to California to determ ne whet her Ahned
in fact was using his name in the operation of the nedical
clinics, as Saghir clained, and to further eval uate whether it
woul d be a wise investnment to purchase an interest in the nedica
clinics.

To this end, during May and June of 1998, El kholy worked as

an enployee in the CK nedical clinics. At the beginning of his
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enpl oynent, Elkholy was led to believe by Ahned that a Dr. Jul es
O Laco (O Laco) owned the clinics. The paychecks that El kholy
recei ved bore the purported signature of O Laco. O Laco,

however, did not actually sign the checks. Rather, Ahned either
forged O Laco’s signature on the checks or used a stanp for

O Laco’ s signature.

By June of 1998, it becane apparent to El kholy that Ahned
had used, and continued to use, Elkholy' s nanme to circunvent
California lawrelating to owership of the nedical clinics and
to open bank accounts, and that the clinics were becom ng known
to the public under the nanme “Cdinica Kholy”.

El kholy then took a nunber of steps to stop Ahnmed from using
his name. Elkholy went to the Medical Board in Sacranento and
requested cancellation of his license to practice nedicine in the
State of California. At the end of June of 1998, El kholy
contacted |l ocal authorities. Based on Elkholy' s conplaints, the
| ocal sheriff tenporarily renoved the enpl oyees fromthe clinics
and padl ocked the doors. |In Decenber of 1998, Elkholy filed a
| awsuit agai nst Ahmed for Ahned’ s unaut horized use of his nane.

Wthin a week of the above closing of the clinics, Ahned
reopened the clinics under the nom nal ownership of a Dr. Robert
Leslie (Leslie), a doctor Ahned recently had hired to work in the

clinics.
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On June 18, 1998, Ahned forned Reem Managenment G oup, Inc.
(Reem), with hinself as the sole shareholder. Reem purportedly
was to manage and to operate the nedical clinics which Leslie
pur portedly owned.

Ahmed’ s description of Reem as a nanagenent conpany was
intended to provide a basis for Ahned to represent that his
personal managenent and control of the assets and of the
operations of the nmedical clinics were legitimte even though
nom nal ownership of the clinics was held by Leslie.

Al'so in June of 1998, Fal ahy, who continued to make
i nstal |l ment paynments on his “purchase” of the Lynwood dinic,
| earned that his sublease fromCK of the clinic’'s office space
was prohibited under the ternms of the | ease between CK and the
| essor of the building and that CK was $35, 000 delinquent in its
| ease paynents due on the office space.

El kholy then infornmed Fal ahy and Fusilier that he never
possessed an ownership interest in CK or in any of the nedical
clinics, at which point Falahy stopped nmaki ng paynents on what he
had t hought was his purchase of the Lynwood Cinic from El khol y.

I n August of 1998, Ahmed went to the Lynwood Cinic with a
coupl e of individuals dressed as security guards and ordered al
of the individuals who regarded thensel ves as working for Fal ahy

to | eave the prem ses, physically prevented themfromreentering
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the prem ses to recover their personal property, and changed the
out si de door |ocks to the clinic.

After filing a | awsuit agai nst Ahned, Fal ahy eventually
recovered personal property that he had left in the Lynwood
Clinic, but Falahy never recovered the $66, 000 he had paid Ahned
on the purchase of the clinic.

On August 4, 1998, Ahned forned a new corporation naned Apex
Ref erence Lab, Inc. (ARL), to succeed AML and nomnally to own
and operate the lab. Ahnmed was the sol e sharehol der and officer
of ARL.

On Septenber 25, 1998, Ahned forned a corporation naned
Clinica Leslie Medical Goup Inc. (CL). Leslie was identified as
t he sol e sharehol der and president of CL. Ahmed then filed
docunents with the State of California indicating that the
clinics previously owned and operated under the nanme of CK
thereafter were to be operated under the nanme and ownership of
“Cinica Leslie”.

To further obscure Ahnmed s ownership of the clinics, Ahned
filed docunents with the State of California falsely reflecting
that the clinics had been sold by CKto Leslie. At trial, Leslie
acknow edged that he was only a nom nal owner of CL and of the
clinics and that the actual owner of CL and of the clinics was

Ahmed i ndi vi dual | y.



O her Property Transactions

During 1996, 1997, and 1998, Ahned purchased vari ous parcels
of real property (including subsidized HUD properties). To
conceal his ownership of these properties, Ahned caused title to
the properties to be held either in the nanme of various nom nee
corporations or in the nane of his relatives.

On May 6, 1997, Ahned caused Saghir to incorporate Macca
Corporation (Macca). On docunents filed with the State of
California, one of Ahnmed’'s relatives was |listed as the president
and sol e sharehol der of Macca. Ahned signed all of the Macca
i ncorporation docunents using the relative’s nane.

Ahned’ s relative did not understand or know of the business
pur pose or of the operations of Macca, of Macca’'s business
address, or of the location of Macca's books and records. The
relative did not sign docunents on behalf of Macca, nor did he
control Macca in any way. Ahned had conplete control over Macca,
its assets, and its operations.

Sonetine in 1997, Ahned caused K & Mto quitclaimto Macca
title to a building in which one of Ahnmed’ s pharnmaci es and one of
Ahmed’ s clinics were | ocated.

Ahnmed purchased various other parcels of commercial and
residential property and put title to the properties in the nane
of Macca. Ahned used funds fromthe various pharnacies, clinics,

and lab that he controlled to purchase the above properties.
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On May 5, 1998, Ahned fornmed K & M Luxor (KM.) as a
California corporation. A relative of Ahnmed was identified as
t he sol e sharehol der of KM.. Ahned then caused Macca to transfer
to KM., without consideration, sonme of the real properties Macca
nom nal | y owned. ®

Ahned’ s stated reason for incorporating KM. and for
transferring properties from Macca to KM. was that Macca had
taken over from ARL sone aspects of the ownership and operation
of the nedical |ab and that Ahnmed did not want Macca’'s properties
to be subject to any clains against Macca relating to the |ab.

Addi tional Questionabl e Busi ness
Practices and D version of Business |ncome

In the course of operating his controlled businesses and
nom nee entities, Ahnmed entered into additional questionable
busi ness practi ces.

Ahmed often woul d deposit proceeds of one of his controlled
entities or businesses into a bank account of another of his
controlled entities or businesses or into one of his personal
bank accounts. For exanple, Medi-Cal checks received in
connection wth services rendered at Ahned’ s nedical clinics

often were deposited into bank accounts of K & M

For reasons not in the record, K & M Luxor has not been
treated by respondent as a nom nee entity of Ahned.
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Ahnmed treated hinself as owner of all of the nom nee
entities and freely intermngled their financial and business
affairs with his own and without regard to their corporate
st at us.

Ahmed woul d pay his personal expenses and expenses of
entities he controlled with funds fromhis other controlled
entities. For exanple, Ahnmed used checks witten on K & M s bank
account to pay his personal credit card bills and the nortgage
and property taxes on his personal residence. Also, during at
| east 1995 and 1996, Ahned cashed checks payable to K & M and
diverted the check proceeds to his personal use.

Enpl oyees of the pharmacies, the clinics, and the | ab were
instructed by Ahned to |l eave in Ahned’ s office at night cash
sal es proceeds of the pharmacies, the clinics, and the | ab.
Ahmed t hen woul d deposit only a portion of the cash sal es
proceeds into the bank accounts of his nom nee entities, and
Ahmed woul d divert the undeposited cash to his own personal use.

Ahnmed engaged in “churning” | ab managers. Ahnmed woul d
attract new managers to the |ab by prom sing them above- mar ket
sal aries. Ahnmed would not pay the new managers, and when they
conpl ained, he would fire them At |east two of the above |ab
managers were successful in making clains agai nst Ahned for

unpai d wages.
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At sone point, because Ahned fraudulently billed Medi-Cal,

the Federal Health Care Finance Adm nistration took action

agai nst Ahned, prohibiting Ahned and sone of his associates and

nom nee entities fromowning or operating a nedical |ab.

Apparently, Ahnmed and his wife were divorced in 1999.

Tax Returns

Ahmed’ s account ant Saghir prepared Ahned’ s 1995, 1996, 1997,
and 1998 i ndivi dual Federal incone tax returns, the latter of
whi ch, as indicated, was filed after respondent’s notice of
deficiency was issued to Ahned. Saghir also prepared the
corporate Federal income tax returns for the sane years for
Ahnmed’ s nom nee entities. On a nonthly basis, Saghir woul d
col |l ect bank statements and cancel ed checks relating to the
nom nee entities, and he woul d use bank records to prepare a
general |edger for each entity. Ahned would assist Saghir in
classifying the receipts and the expenses, and Saghir would
prepare the nom nee entity corporate Federal incone tax returns
based on the information reflected in the respective general
| edger.

CGenerally, Ahmed did not inform Saghir of the cash and
checks that the nom nee entities received and that Ahmed did not
deposit into the nom nee entity bank accounts. As a result,

certain cash proceeds were reflected neither in the general
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| edgers of the nom nee entities nor on Ahned’ s or the nom nee
entities’ Federal inconme tax returns.

Ahmed caused Saghir to m scategorize as busi ness expenses
certain of Ahned’s personal expenses that had been paid with
nom nee entity funds and caused Saghir to inproperly categorize
and record certain interconpany transactions.

After preparing Ahned’ s Federal incone tax returns and the
corporate Federal inconme tax returns for Ahned s nom nee
entities, Saghir would present the tax returns to Ahned for
review. After Ahnmed reviewed the tax returns, Saghir woul d make
any changes that Ahned requested and then deliver the final tax
returns back to Ahned for signature and filing.

Wth the filing or subm ssion of the above Federal incone
tax returns for 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, Ahned and his nom nee
entities generally forwarded to respondent the tax bal ances
reported due thereon.’

The schedul e bel ow sunmari zes the dates of incorporation of
Ahmed’ s nom nee entities and the filing (or subm ssion) dates for
Ahnmed’ s and for the nom nee entity Federal income tax returns for

1995, 1996, 1997 and 1998.

"The actual tax paynments for which Ahned, K & M and Ahned’s
nom nee entities are to be credited are subject to the parties’
Rul e 155 conput ati ons herein.
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Year and Tax Return Filing Dates

Dat e
Taxpayer | ncorporated 1995 1996 1997 1998
Ahmred - 8/ 14/ 96 4/15/97 3/8/99 9/24/99
K&M 8/ 5/ 94 3/ 13/ 96 9/17/97 ** 9/ 21/ 99
CSM CK 6/ 13/ 96 9/ 17/ 97 ** * %
Macca 5/ 6/ 97 9/ 24/ 99 9/ 24/99
AML 12/ 19/ 97 * *
Madi na 12/ 19/ 97 * *
Reem 6/ 18/ 98 9/ 24/ 99
ARL 8/ 4/ 98 **
CL 9/ 25/ 98 9/ 24/ 99

* No tax return filed with respondent.
** Tax return submtted to respondent’s counsel
but neither signed nor filed.

In the Appendi x hereto, we set forth the separate and the
aggregated total gross incone, taxable incone, and tax
liabilities for 1997 and 1998 for Ahnmed and for Ahnmed’ s nom nee
entities as reported on the Federal incone tax returns filed with
or submtted to respondent.

Ahmed did not report on his 1995 and 1996 i ndivi dual Federal
incone tax returns or on K & Ms 1995 and 1996 cor porate Federal
tax returns the proceeds from checks nmade payable to K & M which
Ahnmed had, in at |east 1995 and 1996, cashed and used for
per sonal purposes.

On K & Ms corporate Federal inconme tax returns for 1995 and
1996, there were deducted as “nedi cal supplies expense” personal

expenses of Ahned that had been paid wth K & M checks.
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On Ahned’ s individual Federal incone tax returns for 1997
and 1998, and on the nom nee entity corporate Federal incone tax
returns for 1997 and 1998, Ahned did not report, anong ot her
t hi ngs, the previously discussed cash sal es proceeds of the
nom nee entities that were not deposited into the nom nee entity
bank accounts. At trial, Ahmed conceded that he had received

unreported cash sal es of $321,517 for 1997 and $344,869 for 1998.

Respondent’s Audit

In Cctober of 1997, respondent began an audit of K & Mfor
1995. Based on information set forth in informant letters and
information obtained in the audit of K & Mfor 1995, respondent’s
agent expanded the scope of the K & Maudit to include 1996 and
Ahnmed’ s 1995 and 1996 Federal inconme tax returns. Respondent’s
agent al so began reconstructing K & Ms and Ahned’s i ncone and
expenses for 1997 and 1998, as their respective Federal incone
tax returns for 1997 and 1998 had not yet been filed with
respondent.

During the audits of K & Mand of Ahned, Ahnmed was not
forthcomng in his comrunications with respondent’s agent. Ahned
attenpted to conceal assets fromrespondent’s agent, to inpede
respondent’s exam nation, and in general Ahned was uncooperative
and evasi ve.

Respondent’ s agent sent various “Informati on Docunment

Request” forns (I DRs) to Ahned in connection with the audit of
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K & Mfor 1995, but Ahned failed to produce nmuch of the
information requested in the |IDRs.

Due to Ahned's failure to fully conply with the |IDRs
respondent’ s agent served approximately 70 adm nistrative
sumonses on K & M's suppliers, banks, and custoners.

At the first neeting between respondent’s agent and Ahned,
Ahned falsely infornmed respondent’s agent that the pharmacies did
not have cash sales and that all of the sales proceeds of K & M
were deposited into K & M bank accounts. When respondent’s agent
confronted Ahned with evidence of cash sales, Ahnmed changed his
story and admtted that the pharnmaci es had cash sal es.

Ahmed tol d respondent’s agent that he had nade persona
loans to K & M but when respondent’s agent asked Ahned for
docunentation relating to the | oans Ahned told the agent that
| oan docunentation did not exist. Later, in Decenber of 1997,
Ahmed produced purported | oan docunentation relating to the
al | eged | oans.

Ahned deni ed having an ownership interest in CSM CK, and
CL, and in the nmedical clinics operated under those nanmes. Ahned
told respondent’s agent that during the years at issue CSM CK,
CL, and the clinics were owned by Elkholy or later by Leslie.
Ahmed represented that he acted only as a nanager of the clinics

on behalf of El kholy and Leslie.
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Ahmed deni ed having any connection to Macca, and Ahned
provi ded inconsistent information to respondent’s agent about the
sources of funds used to purchase properties held in Macca’'s
nane.

Al t hough Ahned controlled and had signatory authority over
numer ous personal bank accounts and bank accounts of the nom nee
entities, Ahnmed did not cooperate in producing to respondent’s
exam ni ng agent the bank records relating to the operation of the
pharmacies, the clinics, and the lab. Al so, Ahned instructed
Saghir not to cooperate in turning over bank records and ot her
records to respondent’s exam ning agent. Further, Ahned failed
to acknow edge all of the bank accounts that he and his nom nee
entities maintained or utilized.

Ahmed prepared or caused to be prepared and provided to
respondent a variety of false docunents, such as m nutes of

nonexi stent corporate neetings and sham sal es docunents.

Noti ces of Deficiency

After respondent’s audit of Ahmed’ s 1995, 1996, and 1997
i ndi vi dual Federal incone tax returns and of K & Ms 1995 and
1996 corporate Federal incone tax returns, and after the
preparation by respondent of a substitute tax return for Ahnmed
for 1998, respondent determ ned the above Federal incone tax
deficienci es agai nst Ahned for 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 and

against K & Mfor 1995 and 1996.
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As indicated, for 1997 and 1998 respondent determ ned that
the nom nee entities, including K & M constituted nmere nom nees
of Ahned personally, and respondent coll apsed the non nee
entities into the calculation of Ahned s taxable inconme and
Federal inconme tax for those years. On the notice of deficiency
mai |l ed to Ahned for 1997 and 1998, respondent (after disallow ng
many cl ai med expenses) charged Ahnmed with all itens of inconme and
all itenms of expense that respondent determ ned were allowabl e
relating to the nom nee entities.

Respondent determ ned that the civil fraud penalty under
section 6663 was applicable to Ahnmed for 1995, 1996, and 1997 and
to K & Mfor 1995 and 1996. Respondent al so determ ned that the
fraudulent failure to file penalty under section 6651(f) was
applicable to Ahned for 1998 (because, as explained, Ahned’ s 1998
Federal inconme tax return was not filed with respondent until
after respondent’s notice of deficiency to Ahned for 1998 had

been i ssued).

Jeopardy Proceedi ng

On March 19, 1999, Ahned cashed a $770,000 check drawn on a
K & M bank account and used the proceeds to purchase a $770, 000
cashier’s check payable to hinself.

On June 24, 1999, for 1995, 1996, and 1997, and on July 22,

1999, for 1998, respondent nade jeopardy assessnents agai nst
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Ahnmed in the cunul ative total amount of $1,426,038 relating to
Ahnmed’ s Federal incone tax for the sane years involved herein
(namely, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998).

Ahmed chal | enged respondent’s above jeopardy assessnents in
the Federal District Court for the Central District of
California. |In preparation for the court hearing relating to the
j eopardy assessnents, Ahned had a docunent prepared by his
attorney entitled “Declaration of Ahmad Saghir”. Ahned offered
Saghir $3,000 and pressured Saghir to sign the declaration.
Al t hough Saghir felt threatened by Ahned, Saghir did not sign the
decl aration because it contai ned fal se statenents.

On August 18, 1999, the District Court sustained
respondent’ s above jeopardy assessnents on the ground that Ahned
appeared to be designing to place property and assets beyond the

reach of the United States.

Stipulation as to I ncone and Expenses

As to 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the parties have
stipulated to the inconme and to the all owance or disall owance of
all of the expenses clainmed on Ahnmed’s and on the nom nee entity
Federal inconme tax returns as filed.

Al so, as indicated, as to 1997 and 1998, the parties have
stipulated to the coll apsed treatnent of Ahned s nom nee
entities, i.e., that the stipulated incone and the stipul ated

al | owabl e expenses of the nomnee entities are to be charged to
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Ahnmed for purposes of determ ning Ahned’s incone and expenses and
Ahmed’ s individual Federal incone tax liabilities.
The schedul e bel ow conpares, for 1995 and 1996, the gross
i ncone, the taxable income, and the tax liabilities of Ahnmed and
of K& Mas reported on the filed tax returns with the gross
i ncone, the taxable income, and the tax liabilities of Ahnmed and

of K & Mas stipulated herein:?

1995 1996

Reported Stipulated Reported Stipul ated
Ahned’ s
G oss | ncone $ 49,000 $ 113,390 $ 40,500 $ 95, 698
Taxabl e | ncome 22,872 87, 262 15, 127 70, 325
Tax Liability 3,431 19, 367 2,269 14, 478
K& Ms
Gross | ncome 1,705,359 1,768,971 1,401,793 1,492,929
Taxabl e | ncome 7, 361 112, 875 60, 148 202, 839
Tax Liability 1,104 27,271 10, 037 62, 357

The schedul e bel ow conpares, for 1997 and 1998, the
aggregated gross incone, taxable incone, and tax liabilities of
Ahnmed and of the nom nee entities as reported on the filed or

submtted tax returns of Ahned and of the nonmi nee entities with

8 On this schedule for 1995 and 1996, and on the next
schedul e for 1997 and 1998, see infra p. 32, we have estinmated
the Federal inconme tax liability of Ahned and of K & M based on
the stipulated i ncone and expense anounts. The anounts i ndicated
on these two schedules for the estimated tax liabilities are not
bi nding on the parties, who wll have the opportunity to submt
tax cal cul ations pursuant to Rule 155. The “reported” anounts
i nclude the anobunts reported on the tax returns filed with
respondent and al so anmobunts reported on the tax returns that were
submtted either before or during trial but which were neither
signed nor filed with respondent.
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the col |l apsed gross incone, taxable inconme, and tax liabilities

of Ahned and of the nom nee entities as stipulated by the parties

her ei n.
1997 1998
Aggr egat ed Col | apsed Aggr egat ed Col | apsed
Ahned Report ed Sti pul at ed Report ed Sti pul at ed
Gross | ncone $2, 562, 506 $2, 557, 113 $5, 493, 205 $6, 277, 825
Taxabl e | ncone 181, 236 402, 378 940, 834 2, 255, 213
Tax Liability 36, 896 133, 652 257, 153 866, 668

Based on the above stipulated (and for 1997 and 1998 the
col | apsed) incone and expense anounts, the schedul e bel ow
reflects our calculations of the dollar anmounts of, and the
percentages for, the understatenents of gross inconme, of taxable
i nconme, and of estimated tax liability that occurred on each of

Ahned’ s 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 Federal incone tax returns.
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Ahmed’ s 1995 G oss | ncone

Taxabl e | ncone

Tax Liability

As Stipul ated $113, 390 $87, 262
As Reported 49, 000 22,872
Under st at enent $ 64, 390 $64, 390
% Under st at enent 57% 74%
Ahnmed’ s 1996
As Stipul ated $95, 698 $70, 325
As Reported 40, 500 15, 127
Under st at enent $55, 198 $55, 198
% Under st at enent 58% 78%
Ahned’ s 1997 (Col | apsed)
As Stipul ated $2, 557,113 $402, 378
As Reported 2,562,506 181, 236
Under st at enent (% 5, 393) $221, 142
% Under st at enent 0% 55%
Ahned’ s 1998 (Col | apsed)
As Stipul ated $6, 277, 825 $2, 255, 213
As Reported 5,493, 205 940, 834
Under st at enent $784, 620 $1, 314, 379
% Under st at enent 12% 58%

$19, 367

3,431
$15, 936
82%

$14, 478

2,269

$12, 209
84%

$133, 652

36, 896

$ 96, 756
72%

$866, 668

257,153

$609, 515
70%

Based on the stipulated income and expense figures, the

schedul e bel ow refl ects our cal cul ati on of the dollar anpunts of,

and the percentages for,

t he understatenents of gross inconme, of

taxabl e i ncome, and of estimated tax liability that occurred on

each of K & Ms 1995 and 1996 corporate Federal

returns.

i ncone tax
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K& Ms 1995 G oss Incone Taxable Incone Tax Liability
As Stipul at ed $1, 768, 971 $112, 875 $27, 271
As Reported 1, 705, 359 7,361 1,104

Under st at enent $ 63, 612 $105, 514 $26, 167
% Under st at ement 4% 93% 96%

K& Ms 1996
As Stipul at ed $1, 492, 929 $202, 839 $62, 357
As Reported 1,401,793 60, 148 10, 037

Under st at enent $ 91, 136 $142, 691 $52, 320
% Under st at emrent 6% 70% 84%
OPI NI ON

Respondent has the burden of proving by clear and convi nci ng
evi dence that Ahnmed for 1995, 1996, and 1997, and that K & M for
1995 and 1996 are liable for the civil fraud penalty under

section 6663. Sec. 7454(a); Rule 142(b); Akland v. Conm ssioner,

767 F.2d 618, 621 (9th G r. 1985), affg. T.C. Menp. 1983-249.
Respondent al so has the burden of proving by clear and
convi nci ng evidence that Ahnmed for 1998 fraudulently failed to
tinmely file his individual Federal incone tax return. Sec.
6651(f). For this purpose, we consider the sane factors under
section 6651(f) that are considered in inposing the fraud penalty

under section 6663. dayton v. Comm ssioner, 102 T.C. 632, 653

(1994).

The general elenments of tax fraud that respondent nust prove
under sections 6663 and 6651(f) for each year for which fraud is
asserted are: (1) An underpaynent of tax; and (2) a specific

intent to evade a tax known or believed to be owed. Bagby V.
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Commi ssioner, 102 T.C. 596, 607 (1994); Stone v. Conm ssioner,

56 T.C. 213, 220-221 (1971).

To establish fraudul ent intent, respondent nust prove that a
t axpayer intended to evade a tax known or believed to be owed by
conduct intended to conceal, m slead, or prevent the collection

of tax. Akland v. Conm ssioner, supra at 621; Powell v.

Granqui st, 252 F.2d 56, 60 (9th Cr. 1958).

To find tax fraud against a corporation, respondent is
required to prove that the controlling individuals engaged in
fraudul ent conduct on behal f of the corporation. Benes v.

Comm ssioner, 42 T.C. 358, 382 (1964), affd. 355 F.2d 929 (6th

Cr. 1966).
Fraudulent intent is rarely established by direct evidence,
and various kinds of circunstantial evidence may be relied upon

to establish fraudul ent intent. Bradf ord v. Conm ssi oner, 796

F.2d 303, 307 (9th Gir. 1986), affg. T.C. Meno. 1984-601. As we
have stated: “GCenerally, the evidence of fraudul ent intent nust
be gl eaned by surveying the whol e course of conduct of the
taxpayer with respect to the transactions in question. Although
fraud is never to be inputed or presunmed, its proof may depend to
sone extent upon circunstantial evidence”. Stone v.

Conmi ssi oner, supra at 224.

The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Crcuit has identified
“badges of fraud” from which fraudul ent intent may be inferred.

The nonexclusive |ist of badges of fraud incl udes:
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(1) Understatenent of incone;

(2) inadequate records;

(3) failure to file tax returns;

(4) inplausible or inconsistent explanations of behavior;
(5) concealing assets;

(6) failure to cooperate with tax authorities;

(7) engaging in illegal activities; and

(8) dealing in large anounts of cash

See Edel son v. Comm ssioner, 829 F.2d 828, 832 (9th Gr. 1987);

Bradf ord v. Conmm ssioner, supra at 307-308; Baker v.

Commi ssioner, T.C Menp. 1991-340, affd. w thout published

opinion 9 F.3d 1550 (9th Cr. 1993).

Wil e the underreporting of income itself may be
insufficient to support a finding of fraud, “repeated
understatenents in successive years when coupled with other

ci rcunst ances showi ng an intent to conceal or m sstate taxable

i ncone present a basis on which the Tax Court may properly infer

fraud.” Furnish v. Conmm ssioner, 262 F.2d 727, 728 (9th G

1958), affg. in part and remanding in part 29 T.C. 279 (1957).
Consi stent, substantial understatenents of inconme for severa
years is highly persuasive evidence of intent to defraud the

Gover nnent . Powel | v. Granquist, supra at 60.

| f respondent establishes that any portion of an

underpaynent is attributable to fraud, the entire underpaynent

is
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to be treated as attributable to fraud, except with respect to
any portion of the underpaynent which the taxpayer establishes by
a preponderance of the evidence is not attributable to fraud.

Sec. 6663(Db).

Ahmed, individually and as president of K & Mfor the years
in issue, grossly understated his and K & Ms taxable incone, and
he significantly underpaid the Federal inconme tax due, neasured
both in dollars and in percentages.

For the years in issue, Ahnmed underreported his and K & M's
taxabl e i ncone by a cumul ative total of $1,903,314, and he
underpaid his and K & Ms Federal incone tax by an estimated
cunmul ative total of $812,903, representing understatenents of
t axabl e i ncome and under paynents of Federal inconme tax for each
year of 55 percent to 96 percent.

Ahmed’ s underreporting over a period of at |east 4 years of
his and of K & Ms taxable incone and the rel ated under paynent of
Federal incone taxes are persuasive evidence of Ahned’ s
fraudul ent intent, particularly conbined with the unreported cash
proceeds and the cl ai med busi ness deductions relating to personal
expenses.

Further, Ahmed did not maintain adequate financial records
relating to his business activities, denonstrated by the failure
to properly account for certain interconpany transactions, to
record certain cash transactions, and to properly report personal

expenses paid out of corporate funds.
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The Federal income tax returns which Ahned filed for hinself
and for his nomnee entities generally were filed late, and a
nunmber were filed after respondent’s notices of deficiency were
mai | ed to Ahnmed. Several of the nom nee entity Federal incone
tax returns were never filed wth respondent. Ahnmed did not file
his 1998 individual Federal inconme tax return until after
respondent had determ ned Ahned’'s liability for the fraudul ent
failure to file penalty.

Ahmed took affirmative steps to conceal fromrespondent his
ownership of various assets. Ahned repeatedly denied to
respondent’s agent that he owned interests in the corporations
nom nal | y operating the pharnmacies, the clinics, and the | ab.
Ahmed used ot her individuals’ names to perpetuate the conceal nent
of his ownership of the nom nee entities.

Ahmed withheld fromrespondent’s agent information about
Ahnmed’ s personal and nom nee entity bank accounts. After the
i ssuance of the notices of deficiency, Ahned, as determ ned by
the District Court, designed to place assets beyond the reach of
the United States.

Ahnmed failed to produce financial records requested by
respondent and actively hindered respondent’s exam nation. Ahned
m srepresented facts to respondent’s agent, including the cash
sal es generated by the businesses and his relationship to the
nom nee entities. Ahnmed submtted various sham docunents to

respondent’ s agent.
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Ahnmed’ s testinony | acked credibility and was replete with
i nconsi stenci es.

Based on Ahned’ s pattern of understating his and K & Ms
taxabl e i ncome and of underpaying his and K & M s Federal incone
tax liabilities, and the conduct described above, we concl ude
t hat respondent has established by clear and convi nci ng evi dence
that both Ahnmed and K & Macted willfully and with specific
intent to underpay their correct Federal incone tax due for each
year in issue. Ahned and K & M have not established that any
portion of the tax deficiencies is not attributable to fraud.
Accordingly, the entire individual and corporate Federal incone
tax deficiencies, as determ ned herein, are subject to the
rel evant fraud penalties under sections 6663(a) and 6651(f).

We have considered all argunents nade herein, and, to the
extent not addressed, we conclude that they are without nerit or
are irrel evant.

To reflect the foregoing,

Decisions wll be entered

under Rul e 155.
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APPENDI X

The schedul e bel ow sets forth the separate and the
aggregated total gross incone, taxable incone, and tax
liabilities for 1997 and 1998 of Ahnmed and of his non nee
entities, as reported on the Federal incone tax returns that were
filed with or submtted to respondent:

Report ed
G oss I ncone Taxabl e | ncone Tax Liability

1997
Ahmred $ 56, 125 $ 40, 925 $ 6,139
K&M 1, 316, 506 73, 597 13, 399
CSM CK 1, 148, 093 54, 385 15, 509
Macca 41, 782 12, 329 1, 849
Madi na * * *
AIVL * * *

Aggr egat ed

Tot al $2, 562, 506 $181, 236 $36, 896

1998
Ahmred $ 81, 000 $ 68, 231 $ 13,598
K &M 1, 238, 569 281, 205 92,920
CSM CK 1,177,522 191, 810 58, 056
Macca 236, 064 71, 416 12, 854
Madi na 731, 593 90, 420 18, 993
AIVL * * *
Reem 1, 363, 564 73, 159 13, 290
ARL 664, 893 164, 593 47, 442
CL 0 0 0

Aggr egat ed

Tot al $5, 493, 205 $940, 834 $257, 153

* No Federal incone tax return filed or submtted to
respondent.



